A detailed statistical portrait of the estimated 7.5 million Canadians who give more than the national median of 66 hours of their time each year as volunteers was produced using logistic regression techniques applied to a data file containing 18,301 cases from Canada's 1997 National Survey of Giving, Volunteering, and
Introduction
In recent years, the roles and responsibilities pertaining to the provision of public goods have been shifting in Canada, both among institutions, and between institutions and other social entities such as individuals, families and communities. There has been a marked change in the certainty and stability of what could be called the institutional division of labour, and considerable public debate about the proper role of government, the reduction or transfer of some of its functions, and the way other components of society might be assigned responsibility for providing various kinds of collective benefits.
Much of this debate over the past decade has centred on broadening the roles of institutions within the nonprofit domain 1 to help foster social well-being. This rising interest in the "nonprofit sector", especially its charitable and voluntary components, has also been accompanied by an impetus to enhance nonprofit organizations' abilities to provide social services, in response not only to rising social needs but also to reductions in government-provided social services. This, in turn, has led to more interest in the important task of attracting and retaining volunteers, since the use of volunteers is, of course, a hallmark and mainstay of nonprofit or voluntary organizations.
Obtaining volunteers -those who give their time and effort to charitable and community organizations and causes -has always been a major challenge for voluntary organizations, but it appears to have become even more challenging in Canada in the 1990s. An estimated 31 percent of adult Canadians reported in a November 1997 national survey by Statistics Canada that they had served as volunteers during the previous year . This indicates that volunteering is indeed a sizable social phenomenon with significance for social policy and societal well-being. But compared with the 1987 Statistics Canada Survey of Volunteer Activity, the 1997 survey also showed that although the incidence of volunteering rose modestly over the decade, the average time each volunteer contributed throughout the year had actually declined by twenty two percent. The face of volunteering, it would appear, is changing.
Consequently, the desire by many voluntary organizations to recruit more volunteers more efficiently is creating an interest throughout the sector in understanding the characteristics of individuals who contribute time and effort to such organizations.
These factors prompted a research initiative to identify the characteristics of active, formal (i.e., organizational) volunteers in Canada in a way that would reveal how, and to what extent, they differ from the non-volunteering population of Canadians.
Volunteering is often seen as socially distinctive, insofar as it involves the seemingly unusual activity of giving something without material recompense. But if this activity is distinctive, does it mean that people who choose to be volunteers are also distinctive in some observable way? If they are, what are the characteristics that most clearly and generally distinguish volunteers from non-volunteers? These are the questions this study addresses.
Previous Studies
Reports about the characteristics of formal volunteers in Canada and the United States fall into several categories: those based on large national samples (of, say, 2,000 cases or more); those based on small, non-national samples; descriptive profiles; and studies that endeavour to explain some particular aspect of volunteering.
Descriptive profiles (Duchesne, 1989; Hodgkinson and Weitzman, 1996; Hall et al., 1998 ) present the distribution of volunteers across each one of a series of traits. These descriptive profiles have consistently identified, for example, a heightened incidence among volunteers of being married, being female, having a university degree, and having an above-average income. However, these descriptive reports were designed to be multipurpose, and were based on univariate analyses (i.e., they only contrasted the presence or absence of a single factor at a time). Consequently, their accounts of how volunteers differ from non-volunteers do not provide the more detailed and robust picture of such differences that multivariate analyses can offer (i.e., those which examine a number of different variables at once to reveal how they may be interrelated These existing analytical studies provide considerable piecemeal information about the traits of volunteers.
However, even in combination, they do not provide a broad, systematic picture of the distinguishing characteristics of volunteers with a high degree of confidence, for several reasons. They are not all based upon large sample sizes; they considered only a very limited number of variables; and they did not all consider the same variables. Nor did they get the same results; e.g., only one found that "being asked" was relevant. Without further research, we cannot be sure whether the different results are simply artifacts of the different methodologies the studies employed, or if they are due to insufficient sample sizes, or if they indeed reflect a genuine heterogeneity within the target population.
Our study endeavours to remedy these deficiencies in the current state of knowledge -particularly regarding the Canadian context, which may differ from the American one in unforeseen ways -by applying multivariate analysis to a very large database of more than 18,000 cases and using a much larger set of variables (47).
Data and Methods
Our analysis uses data from the Canadian National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating (NSGVP) that was conducted as a supplement to Statistics Canada's monthly Labour Force Survey in November 1997. The NSGVP data file contained detailed information from 18,301 household-dwelling Canadians aged 15 years and older, of whom 31.4 percent reported that they had given time as an unpaid volunteer to a nonprofit organization at least once during the preceding 12 months.
The 1997 NSGVP revealed that of those 31 percent of adults who reported having been a volunteer, the top third (in terms of the total time they volunteered over 12 months) accounted for more than 80 percent of total volunteer time, while the bottom third accounted for only 3 percent. The average volunteer time of people in this latter group was so extremely low, we reasoned, that the trait profile of those individuals could be expected to resemble non-volunteers more closely than individuals who actively volunteered significant amounts of time.
For the purposes of an exploratory study, we considered it desirable to begin with a clear demarcation between truly active volunteers and non-volunteers. Hence we chose to focus on those people who volunteered more than the national median number of hours (66 hours per year). This group, the most active 50% of volunteers, was responsible for nearly 90 percent of total formal volunteering time in 1997. As a prelude to our main analysis, we compared their traits, not only with those of the less active volunteers (those who volunteered less than 66 hours per year), but also with those of the 69 percent of the populace which did not volunteer at all. When we assessed the results, we found that the traits of below-the-median volunteers were similar to those of non-volunteers, and that the patterns of difference of both groups were fairly comparable, in comparison to those of above-the-median volunteers 2 .
For our analysis, we selected forty-seven variables covering a wide range of social and economic characteristics which were part of the NSGVP data file. In addition to the standard variables of age, gender, marital status, education, employment status, occupation, income, ethnic identification, language, religious affiliation, and household size, we also included ones such as charitable giving, participation in civic organizations, early life involvement in volunteer and civic activities, reason(s) for charitable giving, selfassessed health status, satisfaction with life, religiosity, presence of children in the household, years of residence in present home, and community size. The full set of variables used in the analysis is described in detail in the Appendix.
An initial examination of the data revealed significant differences across regions in selected social and economic characteristics of volunteers. It also indicated significant links between variations in active volunteering and variation in two other independent variables: size of the respondent's community of residence, and religiosity (the importance that respondents assigned to their religious beliefs). Because we intended our analysis to be exploratory rather than confirmatory, we deemed it desirable to disaggregate the data by these three variables rather than try to estimate models with complex interaction structures. This disaggregation resulted in an analysis of a total of 30 subgroups: the product of the cross-classification of 5 regions (Atlantic, Quebec, Ontario, Prairies, and British Columbia), 3 community size categories (large urban, small urban, and rural), and 2 categories of religiosity (low and high) 3 .
In reporting the outcome of the modelling process, we are concerned primarily with the prevalence and relative importance of the variables in the models. The prevalence of a variable refers simply to how often it appears as a significant predictor in the models for the 30 sub-groups. The more often it appears, the more prevalent it is as a distinguishing characteristic of active volunteers. The importance of a variable relative to the others in a given model is based on the r statistic reported by the SPSS (1997) logistic regression procedure. This statistic indicates the influence (in the form of a partial correlation coefficient) of a variable on the probability of volunteering given the other variables in the model, and as such is used to describe the ranked importance of each variable. We combine the information on prevalence and ranked importance into an overall composite score for each variable that consists of the prevalence for that variable divided by its average rank order position (because highest rank order positions have lowest numbers) and multiplied by ten (to raise the quotients by an order of magnitude because most scores were less than 1.0).
The range of possible scores is from 0 (where a variable would appear in no model) to 300 (where it would appear in the top position in all 30 models).
Distinguishing Characteristics of Active Volunteers: Findings
Do volunteers have characteristics that distinguish them from non-volunteers? The answer is a clear 'yes.' Some traits are widespread, while others occur in patterns that are particular to different regions, community types, and levels of religiosity. Overall, the models do a good job of describing the variation in the probability of volunteering in each of the 30 sub-groups we examine. The models work best in the Prairie region, while in Quebec they do least well 4 .
Only one trait was present in most of the profiles: Civic participation (the number of types of organizations a person belonged to), which appeared in 28 of the 30 models. Active volunteers are individuals who not only contribute personal time to charitable and community organizations but are also involved in other ways as members and participants. Another 4 traits appeared in one-third to one-half of the profiles (Table 1) We see, then, that active volunteers in Canada have relatively few common characteristics nationally, and those they do share constitute a core of involvement in varied forms of participating, helping, and contributing. Beyond this particular core cluster, there is little in the way of a standard set of traits which distinguishes active volunteers across all the regions of the country.
Complexity in the Patterns of Distinguishing Characteristics
Wide variation in the number and selection of significant variables exists in the models, as shown in Tables   2 to 6 . For the Atlantic region, for example, the models are generally quite simple, containing from 1 to 8 variables, with an average of 4. At the other end of the scale, the models in Ontario contain between 7 and 28 significant predictors with the average being 12. Another way of expressing this is to say that volunteers in the Atlantic region differ from non-volunteers in few ways, while those in Ontario differ in the greatest number of ways. A second indication of the complexity of the trait profiles is the fact that 42 of the 43 independent variables we examined appeared in at least one of the 30 models 5 .
This level of complexity, and in particular the wide variation in the subsets of variables which were significant, suggests that the probability of being an active volunteer is not the product of one specific set of socio-demographic characteristics. If active volunteering, as one type of contributory behaviour, is at least partly the product of a value set that is concerned with a collective good of some kind, we would expect to find that indicators of such a value set are a common explanatory thread running through all the subgroups. The prevalence of civic participation as a predictor in all of the models suggests that this interpretation deserves consideration. However, if a value set is the main explanation, we would expect that socio-demographic characteristics that are highly correlated with the value set would also be consistent predictors of volunteering. Level of education, for example, is often associated with a more generalized social awareness, yet it is not a consistent predictor of active volunteering; it occurs in less than one-third of the models. So if higher education is indicative of a specific value set and is associated with active volunteering in large urban centres in Ontario (it is), then we would expect to see the same relationship in large urban centres in Quebec (we do not). As a result, either the value set is not consistently associated with such socio-demographic characteristics, or there is a situational component implicated in active volunteering that equally bears on the probability of volunteering. The complexity of these models strongly suggests this to be the case. This could be addressed by looking at the interaction of motives and sociodemographic characteristics in such models, but that was beyond the capability of the data. This is one area where our results point in a particular direction for further research.
Prevalence of Distinguishing Characteristics.
Nine variables appeared in more than one-quarter of the 30 models ( Table 1) . Four of these were civic participation, informal helping, giving decile, and social participation, and the fact that they appear in many models suggests that civic engagement is a multiform behavior that is expressed in not only one or two behaviours but in an interrelated set of behaviours concerned with contributing, connecting, and helping. Of the most prevalent factors, civic participation stands out: it appears in all models except two. The number of types of informal giving reported appears in about half the models, and other variables appear even less frequently, so civic participation clearly represents the dominant common trait among active volunteers across Canada. It appears in all 10 Large Urban models, all 10 Rural models, and 8 of 10 Small Urban models. Moreover, civic participation is the most important variable (in terms of its partial correlation with volunteering) in 23 of the 28 models in which it occurs. In the remaining five models, it ranks as the second most important variable in four, and seventh in the other. No single characteristic is more consistently associated with volunteering than the level of civic participation; it is omnipresent and important even when we control for a wide range of geographic, social, and demographic factors. The same cannot be said for the other variables we examined. None appear in more than half the models, and the majority appear in less than one-fifth of the models. Clearly the set of characteristics that differentiate active volunteers from non-volunteers is not consistent across the country.
Composite Scores Indicating the Overall Significance of Variables
Prevalence is one way of measuring the significance of a variable in distinguishing between active volunteers and non-volunteers. However, prevalence does not capture the importance of each variable relative to the others. To provide a single integrated indication of the relative importance of variables, we combined the prevalence and aggregate rank order position of each variable to form a composite score that reflects both prevalence and rank together. The results are presented in the second column of Table 1 and show the approximate overall influence of each variable.
A word of caution about interpretation is in order here. The scores can be treated only as an ordinal scale, not an interval scale; each score is only approximately and relatively (rather than absolutely) indicative of the variable's influence and the difference between scores of any two variables cannot be taken as a precise measure of the difference in their ability to differentiate volunteers from non-volunteers.
Scores can be the product of such combinations as high prevalence in models and high rank order, relatively low prevalence but high rank order, or low prevalence and low rank order. Several examples will illustrate.
Civic participation had a composite score of 200 based on its frequent occurrence (in 28 of 30 models) and consistently high rank, averaging 1.4. In contrast, the variable Marital status has a score of 11.1, located near the midpoint of the group of socio-economic variables, which was the result of appearing in only 3 of the 30 models but doing so with a rank order position of 2.7. Thus, its composite score appears to overstate its substantive importance as a general differentiating variable, although in particular contexts it is a powerful one. Hours spent watching TV, or having a child under age 5 in the home, are variables that play a negligible role in differentiating volunteers because they occur infrequently in the models and occupy low rank order positions. Regarding how volunteers differ, this study has confirmed the prominence of an ensemble of correlates of volunteering that have been identified in other studies such as education, occupational level, presence of dependent children in the household, various forms of participation, religiosity and religious beliefs, and a sense of civic obligation. Contrary to other studies, however, we found that one measure of social rootedness -duration of residence in the community -was of relatively minor significance, and income played no distinguishing role at all. The latter result may be explained by the following: education and occupation, which are both the principal precursors of income level, were influential variables in our analysis, but income, a derivative characteristic, may exert little direct effect of its own on behaviours that are not so contingent upon financial resources.
In broader terms, the picture that emerges from the many empirical details here is that an active volunteer in Canada is a person who: engages not only in volunteering but also in other forms of helping, contributing, and participating, especially through a religious organization; has children under age 17 living in a larger than average household; is other than a Catholic; has an above-average education and occupation; has been involved in civic activities as a youth; feels a sense of satisfaction and control in their life; and feels a sense of personal responsibility for or interest in civic affairs.
Needless to say, these elements can exist in quite different permutations and combinations, but they constitute the principal pool of defining traits. Many of these traits point not only to distinctive values of volunteers, but also to factors which mold those values -such as early life experiences, education, religious beliefs, and occupation -which receive recognition, support, and nurturing in particular contexts (defined by region, language group, and community size).
The marked heterogeneity of our 30 volunteer profiles, together with the existence of considerable variation in the efficacy of our statistical models in different regions, suggest that there are different social dynamics in different contexts that foster and sustain volunteers. Constructing an understanding of these varied dynamics will move us closer to understanding the reasons for the high level of heterogeneity we have identified among volunteers.
This study's findings -both in its details, and in its three themes of heterogeneity, the influence of social learning, and the importance of context -have potential implications for three important areas: our understanding of Canadian society; social theory and research; and recruiting and managing volunteers.
With few exceptions, organizations in the voluntary sector must work constantly to find and retain volunteers. Often, only the very largest organizations have the capacity to systematically generate information about who may be the likeliest potential volunteers which can be used to guide recruiting efforts.
If there is a general presumption within the sector that the majority of actual and potential volunteers share a select number of important traits, our central finding that volunteers differ in significant and numerous ways across the country suggests that recruiting may be more effective if it recognizes these regional and community differences, and takes them into account in relatively targeted ways. Volunteer organizations in small towns in Nova Scotia will not likely attract the same kinds of individuals as organizations in a large
Ontario city, in mid-sized communities in Quebec, or in rural communities in western Canada, for example.
A related question is whether volunteering can be cultivated or taught. The evidence -that experience with volunteering and civic participation early in life exerts a formative influence on the decision to be a volunteer during adult years -suggests that the answer is a strong but conditional "yes." What is important is that volunteer opportunities for young persons not only contain volunteer activities per se, but also features that will positively affect their attitudes toward civic engagement, personal responsibility, and contributing to a common good. Janoski et al. (1998) found that although compulsory community service programs for students can raise the probability of volunteering in adulthood, socialization of attitudes and values regarding volunteering is more than twice as important. The very strong presence of university education among volunteers is another indication of the importance of social learning.
Several of this study's findings also have a bearing on social theory concerned with explaining volunteering.
One perspective, characterized in the literature as "the dominant status model," holds that volunteer activity has the effect of expressing or creating heightened social status for volunteers. We believe the negligible role of income as a differentiating factor for volunteers in this study raises questions about the applicability of the dominant status model in Canada. We suggest that the strongly above-average incidence of higher education and occupation among volunteers, which is usually taken to support the dominant status model, can be taken equally well as evidence of a type of differential socialization that leads to a set of values associated with a heightened probability of volunteering.
Specifically in this regard, we suggest that the majority of volunteers have: (a) an awareness of and concern for a significant common good of some kind, whether of a limited collectivity such as members of a club, or generally, such as the community or society as a whole; and (b) a desire, or a belief that as individuals they have a responsibility, to support and enable that common good rather than just delegating that responsibility to public institutions. There was a confluence of several kinds of traits in this study which lends support to this thesis that there is a distinctive world-view among active volunteers. For example, there was an intersection between characteristics such as feeling they owed something to the community, and personal interest in the volunteer activity; and between youth experiences and education (values socialization). Our conjecture, of course, must be subjected to empirical test using existing and new data on the values, attitudes, and social reasoning (including self-described motives) of volunteers.
We would also note that in identifying the relative influence of variables, this study provides guidance as to which correlates (singly or in clusters) of volunteering merit priority attention in future research to understand the dynamics of volunteering. In particular and in descending order it is generosity and caring, household characteristics, religious factors, education, occupation, assessment of one's life situation, motivation, region, and community size, that are most salient.
These findings certainly suggest the existence of a caring and contributing personality syndrome; they also prompt the question of (sub-)cultures of generosity. Are there particular social settings (such as small urban or rural communities in certain regional contexts) where the unique combination of (a) prevalent norms, values, social networks, and civic structures, and (b) the blend of both opportunity and need for helping, 34. GIVE DECILE: Decile score of respondents for amount donated to charities -where they fit on a ten point scale reflecting the total range of dollars each person donated to charities in the year leading up to the survey. 35. PLAN GIVER: Respondent decides in advance who they will donate to. 0 = no; 1 = yes. 36. PURE GIVER: Number of types of "pure" Informal donations (i.e., not through an organization, and where there was no potential benefit to the donor). 37. IMPURE GV: Number of types of "impure" Informal donations where there was potential benefit to the donor, such as in a charitable lottery. 38. INFORNUM: Number of different types of informal volunteering respondent engaged in. 39. OWE COMM: Reason for donating to organizations is a belief that they owe something to their community. 0 = no; 1 = yes. 40. PERSONAL: Reason for donating to organizations is someone they know has been affected. Notes 1. We use the term "nonprofit domain" to cover a range of not-well-defined behaviours and institutions oriented toward improving varied aspects of quality of life. Concerning the themes mentioned in this Introduction, the term "nonprofit" should not be taken as either inclusionary or exclusionary (regarding whether it encompasses such things as co-ops and mutual support groups, for example). However, concerning the actual volunteering that is the subject matter of this report, it is confined to the "formal" volunteering which is done on behalf of nonprofit and charitable organizations, rather than at the broader forms of helping behaviour which is often called "informal" volunteering.
2. A detailed regression table for these and selected other results can be supplied by the authors by request; we may be contacted via e-mail at <reedpau@statcan.ca>.
3. Models were estimated separately for each of the 30 sub-groups. In each model all retained variables were significant at the 0.05 level. The fit of each model to the data was assessed with the Nagelkerke pseudo-R 2 , which is equivalent to variation explained, and with the proportion of cases correctly predicted to be volunteers or non-volunteers by the models (SPSS, 1997; Hosmer and Lemeshow, 1989; Ryan, 1997; Menard, 1995).
4. The percent of variation accounted for ranged from 19.1% for the Quebec, small urban, low religiosity model to 68.3% for the Prairies, small urban, low religiosity model. The average variation accounted for by region was: Atlantic region, 41%, Quebec, 38%, Ontario, 45%, Prairies, 54%, and B.C., 49%.
5. To some extent the number of significant variables in a given model depends on the number of cases involved in the analysis. However, the complexity of the models is not due entirely to differences in subgroup size. We found models based on larger sub-goups that had fewer significant variables than models based on smaller sub-groups. 
